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Abstract 
Procedural justice has a compensatory effect that reduces the impacts of outcome 
on people's reactions. Yet, few studies have examined the generality of this 
compensatory effect. The present study attempted to examine whether the 
compensatory effect generalizes to the interpersonal domain of procedural justice (i.e. 
interactional justice) and if the compensatory effect is moderated by the prior 
relationship between two persons and one's prior commitment to an organization. The 
moderating effects were examined in both a personal dispute resolution and an 
organizational decision context, i.e., negative salary change (including salary freeze and 
salary reduction). Study 1 showed that the compensatory effect of interactional justice 
was more pronounced when the prior relationship between two persons was close than 
when it was distant. Study 2 showed that consistent patterns were yielded when 
organizational commitment was used as the moderator. The present findings imply 
that the compensatory effect is reduced for people who are remotely related to each 
other and people who are not committed to an organization in the first place. The 
present study also demonstrates that interactional justice has a more general 
compensatory effect than procedural justice does. Both the theoretical and applied 
implications are discussed. 
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The role of prior relationship and prior organizational commitment 
on the compensatory effects of procedural justice 
Summary of the Justice Research 
Psychologists have long been interested in understanding the antecedents of 
individuals' feelings and behaviors when they engaged in resources allocations and 
dispute resolution decisions. These interests were demonstrated in three waves of 
justice research. The first wave of justice research, which began after World War II, 
identifies that people evaluate social experiences and relationships on the basis of the 
outcomes they receive. Some psychologists have focused on the effects of the levels 
of outcomes relative to expectations (e.g., Thibaut & Kdley, 1959), and others have 
concerned with outcomes relative to norms of fair distribution or equity (e.g. Adams, 
1965). In fact, equity theory has provided a prominent outcome-oriented point of view, 
which suggests that the perceived proportion of individuals' inputs in comparison with 
the outcomes they receive shapes individuals' work motivation andjob satisfaction 
(Adams, 1965). 
The second wave of justice research offers a different image of people. People 
react to third-party allocations and dispute resolutions by evaluating the procedure, not 
simply their absolute or relative outcome favourability. Since the pioneering work of 
Thibaut and Walker (1975) on Procedural Justice, a substantial amount of research has 
been conducted on procedural justice. An individual evaluates a relationship and 
experience by the form of social interaction - whether the other party has beenjust and 
fair in the process. Initially, Thibaut and Walker suggested two major components of 
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procedural justice as (1) process control or voice, that is, the extent to which people are 
allowed to communicate their views and arguments on their own before a decision is 
made, and (2) decision control, that is, whether individuals have power to influence the 
decision to be made. 
Since the pioneering work of Thibaut and Walker, psychologists have recognized 
additional factors which are important determinants of perceived faimess. Gerald 
Leventhal contributed greatly to the analyses ofboth the structure of procedures and the 
justice rules that are used to evaluate procedural justice. He developed six general 
procedural justice rules which determine whether a process is considered to be fair (for 
detail see Leventhal, Karuza, & Fry, 1980). Other researchers have proposed that the 
scope of procedural justice extends beyond the process itself. Perception of procedural 
justice also depends on the interpersonal behaviors or conducts of the decision-makers, 
which is also known as interactional justice (Bies, 1987). Research has demonstrated 
that interactional justice depends on the social sensitivity and considerateness of the 
person who makes or implements a decision. Procedure is perceived as fair if (1) the 
reasons underlying the decision are clear and adequately explained and (2) the decision-
maker treats the affected individuals with dignity and respect. 
The first two waves have been focused on establishing the conceptual and 
empirical distinction between outcome variables (e.g. outcome valence or faimess) and 
procedural variables (e.g. procedural justice) associated with a social exchange. The 
third wave ofjustice research moves beyond the study of the main effects of the two 
variables to an integrative analysis of their effects (see Brockner and Wiesenfeld, 1996, 
for a comprehensive review). In general, it was found that the effects of outcome 
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variables and procedural variables depend on each other. For example, Greenberg 
(1993) examined the interactive effects of outcome faimess and procedural justice with 
a controlled experiment. Participants worked on a clerical task and were paid. There 
were two paid levels, either equitable (i.e. in proportion to their performance level) or 
not. Two procedural fairness variables were orthogonally manipulated: (a) the validity 
of the method used to determine how well individuals had performed and (b) the social 
sensitivity with which the experimenter treated the participants during the study. The 
primary dependent variable was theft, that is, the extent to which participants took 
money that was not rightfully theirs. Results showed interactive effects between 
outcome faimess and each of the procedural faimess dimensions, such that participants 
responded most negatively (they stole the most) when unfair outcomes were combined 
with unfair procedures. Yet the most striking finding was that participants did not 
respond more negatively when the outcomes were inequitable versus equitable as long 
as the procedures were fair. That is, people placed high value on the procedural 
faimess even when the outcomes were relatively unfair. This suggests that a fair 
procedure is able to compensate for an inequitable outcome. 
Interpreting the Interaction Pattern 
Figure 1 shows the typical interaction pattem between procedural justice and 
outcome. One interpretation of the pattem focuses on how procedural justice 
influences the effects of outcome. The pattem shows that people's reactions are highly 
correlated with the outcome they receive when procedural justice is low. However, the 
effects ofoutcome are markedly reduced when procedural justice is high, such that 
people do not react particularly negatively even when they perceive the outcome as bad. 
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This is evidenced by the reduction of the slope between outcome and an individual's 
reactions when a procedure is fair relative to when it is unfair. Alternatively speaking, 
when people perceive the outcome as unfavorable, procedural justice has a particularly 
important role in influencing people's subsequent reactions. This is shown by a 
greater distance between high and lowjustice when the outcome is bad than when it is 
good. The interaction pattem is referred to as “the compensatory effects of procedural 
justice" in the present study. 
The interactive pattem has been observed not only in laboratory studies but also in 
field studies. Field studies in work organizations have explored current or former 
employees' reactions to a variety of organizational changes, such as layoffs (Brockner, 
DeWitt, Grover, & Reed, 1990), relocation (Daly & Geyer, 1995), pay freeze 
(Schaubroeck, May, & Brown, 1994), onset of a smoking ban (Greenberg, 1994), and 
introduction of a drug-testing policy (Cropanzano & Konovsky, 1995). A consistent 
interaction between procedural justice and outcome favorability has emerged. The 
interactive effects have been further examined across diverse operationalizations of 
procedural faimess which included advanced notice (Brockner, Konovsky, Cooper-
Schneider, Folger, Martin, & Bies, 1994), process control (Cropanzano & Konovsky, 
1995)，and interactional justice (Greenberg, 1993). Similar interaction effects have 
been yielded using a wide range of dependent variables including organizational 
commitment (Greenberg, 1994), work effort (Brockner, Tyler, Cooper-Schneider, 1992), 
turnover intention (Brockner et. al.，1990), trust in management (Schaubroeck et. al., 
1994), and theft (Greenberg, 1993). Given that the interaction between procedural 
faimess and outcome valence has been observed across diverse contexts, settings, nature 
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of studies, operationalizations of the concept, and dependent measures, it is a highly 
robust effect. 
When people face unfair or unfavorable situations, they may react in various ways. 
For example, they may apparently accept or rationalize the unjust situations. They may 
take behavioral actions to redress the situation individually (e.g. tardiness) or by 
forming coalitions (e.g. protest). They may also express their resentments through their 
emotions and attitudes. Given the complexity of people's potential reactions, it is 
impossible to look at all of them in a single paper. The rest of this article focuses on 
how people react affectively to an unfair or unfavorable situation. 
Theoretical Account of the Compensatory Effects 
Brockner and Wiesenfeld (1996) have reviewed at least three different theories 
which may explain the interaction effects of proceduraljustice and outcome valence: 
group value theory (Lind & Tyler, 1988), self-interest theory (Thibaut & Walker, 1975), 
and attribution theory. 
Group Value Theory 
Lind and Tyler (1988) proposed the group value theory to explain the effects of 
procedural justice from a relational point ofview. The key assumption of Group Value 
Theory is that humans are affiliative creatures. They seek to develop and maintain 
social bonds with people, groups, and institutions. People value group membership as 
it provides a source of self-validation (Festinger, 1954). People are concerned about 
their positions within groups because a high status validates their self-identity, self-
esteem, and self-respect (Tejfel & Tumer, 1986). That is, group identification is 
psychologically rewarding. 
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According to the model, procedures enacted by groups and organizations are 
especially powerful ways of conveying such relational information as people's positions 
within groups. When procedures are fair, people perceive that they are being treated in 
a dignified and respected way, this may enhance their feelings of self-worth. Fair 
treatment, thus, has a symbolic value on its own. People react more favorably when 
procedural justice is relatively high. Specifically, when procedures are viewed as fair, 
people feel reassured that they will continue to have their need for self-identity fulfilled. 
Consequently, they are relatively unaffected by the concrete outcomes they receive even 
if the outcomes are negative. This explains the robust compensatory effects. 
Self-interest Theory 
Self-interest theory provides an alternative explanation of the compensatory effects. 
This model links concerns forjustice to instrumental motivation. People are resources 
oriented and are motivated to maximize the concrete or material outcomes they receive 
from their exchange relationships (Thibaut & Walker, 1975). Ideally people would 
prefer to maximize both their short and long term outcomes, but they will be relatively 
unaffected by a current negative outcome as long as they are optimistic about their 
outcomes in the long run. Optimism about long term outcomes is highest when (a) the 
expected level of outcome favorability is high and (b) the perceived certainty about the 
outcome is high. 
Brockner and Wiesenfeld (1996) suggested in their review that fair procedures 
typically consist of at least two components: people can have process control over a 
decision and the procedure used to make decision will be implemented consistently over 
time. These two properties may induce people to believe that (a) they have the ability 
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to control or influence their future outcomes in their desired direction, or at least in a 
less undesirable direction, and (b) the perceived predictability (and hence certainty) of 
future outcomes will be greater as the procedures are applied consistently. Thus when 
procedural justice is high, the perceived outcome favorability and the perceived 
predictability of long-term outcomes are high. People will be optimistic about their 
long-term outcomes and will be less affected by the current outcomes. In sum, Self-
interest Theory suggests that though current outcomes may be unfavorable, a fair 
procedure can compensate for the negativity by inducing people to be optimistic about 
their outcomes in the long run. 
Rationale for the Present Study 
While most of the studies on the interaction effects of procedural justice and 
outcome valence were conducted to replicate the interaction across various contexts, 
dependent variables, etc., few studies have been conducted to directly delineate the 
conditions under which the interaction pattem is weakened or non-existent. 
Potential Moderator of the Compensatory Effects 
A study by Brockner, Tyler and Cooper-Schneider (1992) has shed light on the 
speculation that the interactive effects may depend on other factors. Their study 
examined how the effects of individuals' prior commitment to an institution influenced 
the effects ofprocedural faimess in the context of work organization and legal 
authorities. Consistent across the two settings, prior commitment x procedural faimess 
interactions were observed. For people who were high in their prior commitment, 
unfairness was significantly related to their subsequent reactions on the decision and the 
institution. For people who were relatively low in their prior commitment, there was 
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little relationship between procedural faimess and their subsequent reactions. Effects 
of procedural faimess were reduced when individual's prior commitment was relatively 
low. As commitment reflects a deep form of attachment or identification with an 
institution (Kelman, 1961), the above finding suggests procedural faimess has little 
effect on individuals if they are not attached with the group in the first place. 
Brockner et al. (1990) examined the interpersonal aspects of procedural justice on 
survivors' reactions to layoffs. In general, survivors reacted more favorably when they 
felt that they had received clear explanations of the reasons of the layoffs. However, 
the effects of explanation interacted with survivors' prior attachment to the layoff 
victims. Survivors reported the greatest decline in their subsequent organizational 
commitment when they were identified with or felt attached to the layoff victims and 
they felt that the organization failed to provide clear explanations for the layoffs. 
Brockner and Greenberg (1990) reported a similar finding that the perceived faimess 
had a greater impact on survivors' reactions among those who felt attached to the layoff 
victims than who felt less attached to the victims. Survivors' reactions were especially 
negative when they felt attached to the layoff victims and felt the layoffs had been 
handled unfairly. 
In sum, Brockner and his colleagues showed that people are especially sensitive to 
the level of faimess when they have high prior commitment to an organization or when 
they feel identified with coworkers. This implies that the effects of procedural faimess 
depend on how deeply attached one is to a group or to a person at the outset. A 
question arises from this implication: Do the compensatory effects of procedural justice 
act in the same fashion between people with high attachment and people with low 
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attachment? It is suggestive that not only does the main effects but also the 
compensatory tendency of procedural justice may depend on whether one feels attached 
with another party in the first place. It is hypothesized that the compensatory effects of 
justice may be more pronounced among people with high prior attachment than people 
with low prior attachment. That is, the tendency for high procedural justice to reduce 
the outcome effects on individuals' subsequent reactions is more pronounced for people 
who feel attached than who feel less attached, thus resulting in a prior attachment x 
procedural justice x outcome favorability interaction. 
Importance of the Present Study 
Identifying the conditions under which the interactive pattem may be weakened 
have both theoretical and practical values. On the theoretical side, overlooking the 
larger situation may lead us to overestimate the generality of the compensatory effects. 
Some guidelines for the statistical analysis of interaction have suggested that lower 
order effects cannot be interpreted accurately in the presence ofhigher order effects 
(Aiken & West, 1991). Likewise, a higher order interaction constraints the 
interpretation that can be made of its subsidiary lower order interactions. If the triple 
interaction (prior attachment x procedural justice x outcome favorability) is identified in 
the present study, this will contribute to a more precise understanding of the traditional 
two-way interaction (i.e. the compensatory pattem) that, it is qualified by a third 
variable - the prior attachment to another party. As Brockner and Wiesenfeld (1996) 
have pointed out "the interactive relationship between procedural faimess and outcome 
favorability may also be elucidated by researchers in the future who evaluate the 
conditions under which the interaction is particularly pronounced, nonexistent, or even 
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reversed"(p. 204). By determining the boundary conditions for the interactive pattem, 
we can gain a more accurate and extensive understanding of the interactive effects. 
Such knowledge shall benefit the future development of a comprehensive justice model. 
It also provides us the basis to evaluate whether a particularjustice model is more likely 
to account for the interaction effects. 
Improving organizational effectiveness has been a hot topic in today's 
organizations. Means achieving this objective usually involve dramatic organizational 
changes like reengineering, downsizing, and cost-cutting exercises. Yet organizational 
researchers have shown that these changes can have direct impact on individuals' 
functioning and, in tum, organizational performance. For example, studies have 
shown that workers may report an increase, no change or even a decrease in their 
subsequent productivity, work effort, andjob involvement after layoffs depending on 
the procedure used to determine and implement the layoffs (Brockner, Grover, and 
Blonder, 1988; Brockner, Grover, Reed, DeWitt, & 0,Malley, 1987; Grrenhalgh & Jick, 
1979). In the past, institutions seeking organizational change have always been 
advised to ensure that procedural justice is maintained and communicated to the 
workforce in order to reduce employees' resistance to the change (Deutsch, 1985; 
Konovsky & Brockner, 1993; Schaubroeck et al., 1994). People believe that, when 
procedures are fair, the effects of the decision outcome will be relatively small. This 
belief, however, will be an over-simplification if the compensatory effect is dependent 
on people's prior attachment. It is possible that maintaining high justice is effective to 
some employees (e.g. committed employees), as it reduces the potential impact of an 
organizational change. It is also possible thatjustice has no effect in some other 
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employees at all (e.g. non-committed employees). Only after we have identified the 
limitation of the compensatory effect can the decision-makers better understand how 
effective justice is in reducing employees' potential resentment to an organizational 
change. 
Two Domains of Procedural Justice 
Advances in organizational justice research suggest that individuals define 
procedural faimess not only in terms of the formal procedure itself (the structural aspect 
of procedural justice); a second form of procedural faimess focuses on people's 
perceptions of the quality of interpersonal treatment received during the enactment of 
the procedures (the interpersonal aspect of procedural justice), that is, interactional 
justice (Bies, 1986). Interactional justice includes two major components: (1) the 
social sensitivity displayed by the decision makers or their representatives, such as 
treating people with respect and dignity, and (2) the amount of consideration given to 
the affected parties, such as listening to their concerns and providing them adequate 
explanations for decisions. 
The majority of the 45 studies reviewed by Brockner and Wiesenfeld (1996) 
focused on the interaction between the structural aspect of procedural justice and 
outcome favorability; only 11 of them examined the effects of interactional justice on 
outcome favorability. Of the 11 studies, 7 of them had focused on how the adequacy 
of explanation influences the outcome effects, with a few of the rest focused on the 
social sensitivity component of interactional justice. The small numbers of studies, 
together with the selectively targeted component of interactional justice, have limited 
our ability to understand its effects in general. Therefore, a composite measure of 
Relationship, commitment and justice 16 
interactional justice will be used in the present study to examine the effects of 
interactional justice as a whole; both the social sensitivity and explanation components 
will be measured. 
Objectives of the Present Study 
The present study was designed to test the speculation that prior attachment to a 
group or a person moderates the compensatory effects of interactional justice on 
outcomes received. It is hypothesized that there is a Prior Attachment x Interactional 
Justice X Outcome Favorability interaction. That is, the tendency for high interactional 
justice to reduce the effects of outcome will be more pronounced in the high attachment 
group than in the low attachment group. The present study also extends past research 
by using a composite measure of interactional justice to examine whether we can 
replicate the compensatory pattern. 
The hypothesized 3-way interaction was explored using two operationalizations of 
the construct 'attachment'. In the first study, attachment was operationalized as the 
extent to which a person has a close personal relationship with another person. In the 
second study, attachment was operationalized as that between employees and their 
supervisors as well as that between employees and their organizations. 
Study 1 
This study examines whether interactional justice has a compensatory effect as 
procedural justice does. It also validates whether the compensatory effect is 
moderated by the prior relationship between two persons. It is assumed that two 
individuals who have a close relationship with each other are more likely to have a deep 
level of attachment than two persons who are remotely related. Given this assumption, 
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it is hypothesized that 
Hypothesis: The compensatory effect of interactional justice is stronger for two 
individuals who have a close relationship than two individuals who have a distant 
relationship, resulting in a relationship x interactional justice x outcome 
favorability interaction. 
This speculation was examined through a secondary analysis of existing data in the 
context of personal dispute resolution. 
Method 
Participants and procedure 
Two hundred and six undergraduates participated in the survey as a partial 
requirement of the General Psychology course. Fifty-four percent of the participants 
were female. Participants were asked to recall an interpersonal dispute that they had 
just experienced. The content of the dispute could be about anything, e.g. resources 
allocation, treatment received. The relationship between the participant and the 
disputant was not restricted but incidents involving an immediate family member or 
someone they were romantically involved with were discouraged. Participants were 
given time to think and write about the dispute content, relationship with the disputant, 
and how the conflict was resolved, if at all. 
Measures 
Perceived interactional justice (IJ) was measured by three 'tems: "The dispute was 
resolved in a dignified way", "My rights as a person were protected during the dispute", 
"My views were considered and were taken into account" (alpha coefficient =. 71). 
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Outcome favorability (FAV) was measured by one item "The outcome was very 
favorable to me". Prior relationship (RELATE) was measured by the extent the 
participants were attached to the disputant prior to the dispute ("Prior to the dispute, I 
felt very close to this person.”). Items were measured on 5-point scales with (1)= 
strongly disagree and (5) = strongly agree. The dependent variable was participants' 
feeling after the dispute, "To what extent did you end up feeling happy?". Items were 
measured on 5-point scales with (1) = Not a bit and (5) = A lot. 
Results and Discussion 
Multiple regression was conducted to test the proposed hypothesis. The three 
main effects (IJ, FAV, RELATE) were entered in the first step, followed by the three 
two-way interactions (IJ x FAV, IJ x RELATE, FAV x RELATE) in the second step, and 
finally by the three-way interaction (IJ x FAV x RELATE) in the third step. The 
crucial three-way interaction IJ x FAV x RELATE was significant, F(l,191) = 13.40, 
p< .000. 
To validate the hypothesis that there is a stronger compensatory effect of 
interactional justice in the close relationship group than in the distant relationship group, 
the respondents were classified into two groups using the median of prior relationship. 
Separate multiple regressions were repeated for these two groups. In the first step, IJ 
and FAV were entered, and in the second step, the IJ x FAV interaction was added. 
Results showed that when prior relationship was close, the two-way interaction was 
significant, F(l,97) 二 6.63,p <.05. When prior relationship was distant, the interaction 
was marginally significant, F(l,94) = 3.52,p = .064 (see Table 1). 
To understand the nature of the triple interaction, participants were classified as 
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relatively high or low in interactional justice and in outcome favorability using a median 
split for each. Eight cells were formed when these two dichotomized variables were 
crossed with prior relationship. Figure 2 shows the mean happy level after the dispute 
for each of the eight cells. In the right panel (prior relationship was close), the means 
revealed that people's feelings were less dependent on the outcomes when they felt the 
interactional justice was high compare to when it was low. In addition, when 
respondents perceived the outcome as unfavorable, they reacted significantly more 
positively whenjustice was high than when it was low. In sum, a clear compensatory 
pattem of interactional justice was found. In the left panel (prior relationship was 
distant), the pattem showed that respondents' feelings did not become less dependent on 
the outcomes despite the high interactional justice. In fact, there was a tendency for 
highjustice to magnify the outcome effects among these respondents. When 
respondents perceived the outcome as unfavorable, they reacted similarly regardless of 
the level of interactional justice. No compensatory effects of interactional justice were 
found. 
In sum, results are consistent with the prediction that prior relationship moderates 
the compensatory effects of interactional justice. When the relationship between the 
participant and the disputant is close, results replicate the compensatory pattem. 
Interactional faimess is able to reduce the effects of outcome favorability. On the 
other hand, when the relationship between the two persons is remote, the traditional 
interactive pattem is not observed, no compensatory effects are found. 
Study 2 
Motivated by the first study, the present study was designed for two major 
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purposes. First, this study attempted to replicate the relationship x justice x outcome 
interaction in an organizational context to see if the moderating effects of attachment 
generalize to the relationships between supervisors and their employees. To my 
knowledge, no study has been conducted to examine the effects of relationship between 
supervisor and subordinate on the effects of justice and outcome. If consistent patterns 
can be found, this indicates the triple interaction pattem is relatively robust. 
Second, this study attempted to clarify the relation between the structural aspect of 
procedural justice (referred to as procedural justice or PJ in the following sections) and 
the interpersonal aspect of procedural justice (referred to as interactional justice or IJ in 
the following sections). There are at least two possible relations between PJ and IJ. 
PJ and IJ may function in a similar way such that they can be substitutes for each other. 
Skarlicki and Folger (1997) examined the relationship between distributive justice, PJ 
and IJ on employees' retaliatory behaviors. They demonstrated that PJ and IJ are 
capable of functioning as substitutes for each other. Interaction between distributive 
justice and PJ (the compensatory pattem) was significant when IJ was low but 
insignificant when IJ was high. Same patterns were obtained when PJ was 
interchanged with IJ. The interaction between distributive justice and IJ (the 
compensatory pattem) was significant when PJ was low but insignificant when PJ was 
high. They argue that as long as a supervisor is interpersonally fair (e.g. being 
respectful to the employees), then the need for formal procedural safeguards is 
diminished. Once interpersonal faimess drops below a certain level, however, 
procedural safeguards become crucial in predicting one's reactions to unfair outcomes. 
Similarly, when procedures become unfair, employees' assessments of supervisors' 
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interpersonal treatments become meaningful. Thus, procedural safeguards (PJ) and 
fair interpersonal treatments (IJ) act as a substitute for one another. 
Another possible relation between PJ and IJ is that one of them may subsume the 
effects of the other, or that one construct has a more general effect than the other. For 
example, IJ may have more prevailing power in explaining individual's reactions than 
PJ does, especially in an organizational context. IJ pertains to people's perceptions of 
the interpersonal treatments they received from another party. Information or cues 
used to make suchjudgment are abundant in daily encounters. In particular, whenever 
a supervisor meets with employees, behaviors of the supervisor necessarily convey the 
messages of whether the supervisor is being considerate of the employees' needs and 
being respectful of their dignity. Thus, it is relatively easy to establish an enduring and 
salient impression of the interpersonal faimess of the supervisor as accumulated from 
every encounter. On the other hand, information or cues used for judging the 
procedural faimess of a decision may be available only when there is an important 
decision to be made or when there is ‘formal，procedure one can refer to. Thus, the 
evaluation of procedural faimess is more restrictive to certain situations and is relatively 
less salient in people's minds. This is in line with the ideas of Mikula, Petrik, and 
Tanzer (1990) that a considerable proportion of perceived injustices did not concem 
distributional or procedural issues in the narrow sense but instead referred to the manner 
in which people were treated interpersonally during interactions and encounters (In 
Skarlicki and Folger, 1997). 
As the present study was conducted in an organizational context where both PJ and 
IJ are relevant, it would be useful to explore whether both PJ and IJ have compensatory 
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effects and whether the compensatory effects are moderated by other variables in 
similar ways. Since interactional justice measures employee's perceptions of fair 
treatments received from a supervisor, and a handful of studies demonstrate that 
interactional justice is related to supervisor-focus variables such as satisfaction with 
supervisor (e.g. Cropanzano & Prehar, in press; Malatesta & Byme, 1997), it is 
hypothesized that the compensatory effect of interactional justice is dependent on the 
prior relationship between an employee and his/her supervisor. 
Hypothesis 1: Prior relationship with supervisor moderates the compensatory 
effects of interactional justice. The compensatory effects are stronger 
when the prior relationship with supervisor is close than when it is 
distant. 
On the other hand, as procedural justice focuses on employees' evaluations o fa 
decision procedure or a policy itself, its connection with the relationship between an 
employee and a supervisor may be weaker or less direct. Nevertheless, it is useful to 
explore whether the compensatory effects of procedural justice will be dependent on the 
prior relationship as in the case of interactional justice. A second hypothesis is set 
forth for exploration purpose: 
Hypothesis 2: Prior relationship with supervisor moderates the compensatory 
effects ofprocedural justice. The compensatory effects are stronger 
when the prior relationship with supervisor is close than when it is 
distant. 
As OC represents a deep form of attachment where individuals identify and take 
pride in association with membership in the organizations (O'Reilly and Chatman, 
1986), it is used to measure the attachment of an employee to an organization in the 
present study. This study replicates and extends the study by Brockner et al. (1992) to 
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validate whether the compensatory effects would be moderated by ones' prior 
organizational commitment (OC). This study goes beyond that ofBrockner et al. 
(1992) by including the effects of outcome favorability, enabling a direct demonstration 
ofthe effects of OC on the compensatory effects. Since procedural justice measures 
employee's perceptions of an organization and its policies, and has been found to have 
particular connections to other organization-focus variables such as trust in management 
(e.g. Alexander & Ruderman, 1987, Cropanzano & Prehar, in press; Folger & 
Konovsky, 1989; McFarlin & Sweeney，1992)), it is hypothesized that the compensatory 
effect of procedural justice is dependent on employees' prior OC (Hypothesis 3). 
Again, for exploration purposes, Hypothesis 4 is set to examine whether the 
compensatory effect of interactional justice is dependent on people's prior commitment. 
Hypothesis 3: Prior commitment with an organization moderates the 
compensatory effects ofprocedural justice. The compensatory effects 
are stronger when the prior commitment is high than when it is low. 
Hypothesis 4: Prior commitment with an organization moderates the 
compensatory effects of interactional justice. The compensatory 
effects are stronger when the prior commitment is high than when it 
is low. 
In the past, Brockner and his colleagues have conducted a number of studies to 
examine the effects of procedural justice on employees' reactions after layoffs. The 
present study investigated the effects of prior attachment (including prior relationship 
with supervisor and prior organizational commitment) and procedural justice (both PJ & 
IJ) in the context of another organizational decision - cost cutting. The kind of cost 
cutting was restricted to salary freeze and salary cut. On the basis of research showing 
that people who are not directly affected by a layoffs decision (i.e. the survivors) still 
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react adversely if the procedures used to make the decision are perceived as unfair, it is 
reasoned that the effects of a fair or unfair procedure engendered by a salary-freeze or 
salary-cut exercise would be even more pronounced on the employees. It is because 
this kind of exercise has a direct consequence on the employees and the employees will 
continue to work for the organization that the procedural and interactional faimess 
would be both imminent and meaningful to these individuals. Thus, it is expected that 
this context will provide an excellent opportunity to examine the effects ofprior 
attachment and justice and on employees' reactions to an organizational decision. 
Method 
Participants 
To be qualified as participants in the present study, individuals had to fulfill all of 
the following four criteria. (1) They had experienced at least one kind of the "Negative 
salary change fNSC)" defined below. NSC in this study included salary change of two 
kinds: first, direct salary reduction — present or future salary, bonus, commission, and/or 
other monetary rewards has been/will be reduced by a certain proportion, or second, 
salary freeze - no salary increment in the coming year or months. (2) They had 
received the formal announcement of the NSC within last six months. (3) The NSC 
would be effective within two months' time. (4) They must be current employees 
working at that organization. Criterion 2 was to safeguard that the participants could 
reliably recall both their relationships with their supervisors and their commitment to 
their organizations before they knew the NSC. Criterion 3 was to ensure the 
participants could realistically appraise the favorability of the outcome due to the NSC. 
A total of 433 sets of questionnaires were distributed to potential participants. 
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Potential participants were recruited in three ways: (1) Through mails: Questionnaires 
were directly sent to 301 Hong Kong Retail Union members with the assistance ofthe 
union. Among the 78 returned questionnaires (resulting in a 26% response rate, which 
was comparable to the usual response rate reported by the Union official), 32 were 
discarded as the respondents reported not having NSC, 7 were discarded as the NSC 
was announced more than 6 months ago, 3 were discarded as the questionnaires were 
incomplete. (2) Through union representative: Questionnaires were distributed 
through the union representative ofHong Kong Harbour Transportation General Union. 
Twenty-seven union members volunteered to participate. Among the 27 returned 
questionnaires, 3 were discarded as the responses were incomplete. (3) Through 
church: 105 questionnaires were distributed and returned, 8 were discarded as the 
responses were incomplete, 3 were discarded as the respondents did not report when the 
NSC was announced, another 3 were discarded because the NCS would not be effective 
until two months later. 
The final data set included 151 questionnaires. Fifty-seven percent ofthe 
participants were male, the median age was around the 32.1, 10% ofthe participants 
finished primary school education, 52% finished secondary school education, and 
37.3% finished tertiary education. 
Measures 
A 3-page questionnaire consisting of 3 sections was constructed. In the first 
section, respondents were asked whether there were announcements ofNSC in their 
organizations within last six months and wrote down in which month they received the 
announcement. 
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The second section measured respondents' relationship with their supervisors and 
their organizational commitment both prior to the announcement ofNSC. Following 
the design ofBrockner et al. (1992), respondents' prior reactions were assessed through 
recall In order to facilitate the recall, the present study asked the participants to write 
down (a) 3 adjectives to describe their relationship with supervisor before the 
announcement and (b) another 3 adjectives to describe how they felt about their 
organizations before the announcement. 
Before filling in the rest of the section, respondents were given further instructions 
to remind them to answer the questions based on their opinions before the 
announcement ofNSC: "In this section, we will ask your opinions about your work 
before your organization announced the salary change policy. You may still feel this 
way or you may not. Please try your best to recall your feelings prior to the 
announcement, and answer the questions". Respondents were asked to rate how much 
they agreed with the following items using 5-point scales with (1) = strongly disagree 
and (5) = strongly agree. 
Relationship with supervisor (RELATE). One item measuring the kind of 
relationship between employee and supervisor in a work setting was taken from 
Brockner et aL (1990). It was modified to assess the relationship before the 
announcement ofNSC: “Before the announcement of salary change, I had a close 
working relationship with my immediate supervisor". 
Prior organizational commitment (OC). Five items were drawn from the 
Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979) to 
measure respondents' level of commitment before the announcement. 
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The third section measured respondents' reactions to the NSC and their subsequent 
job attitudes. Instructions were written to remind the respondents that the following 
questions were to measure their feelings after the announcement ofNSC. 
Proceduraljustice (PJ). Two items were adapted from Schaubroeck et al. 
(1994) tapping PJ specifically related to the salary change with minor modification: 
"Although I may deserve a pay raise and/or need extra money, for the time being I can 
accept the reasons for the salary change" and "Upper management has respected the 
rights ofthe parties affected by the salary change decision". Another four items were 
developed based on the sample items suggested by Lind and Tyler (1988): "The 
procedure by which my organization decided who would receive salary change was 
fair", "Upper management used consistent criteria to decide the degree of salary change 
across all levels of employees", "I feel I/the employees was/were able to influence the 
decision of salary change" "Before implementing the salary change decision, my 
organization has considered views of the affected parties". 
Interactional justice (IJ). Six items adopted from Leung, Smith, Wang and Sun 
(1997) were used to tape whether respondents' supervisors treated them with respect, 
dignity, sincerity, and offered them with feedback on the decisions made. 
Outcomefavorability (FAV). Three items were adapted from Schaubroeck et al. 
(1994) to assess the degree to which the salary change had caused employees economic 
hardship: "The current salary change has caused economic hardships for me and/or my 
family," “ The current salary change has caused me and/or my family to adjust our 
financial budget," and “The current salary change has negatively affected my lifestyle". 
Another item was developed: "The current salary change has caused me to pay more 
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caution over my spending". All items were reverse-coded. 
The three dependent variables used by Brockner et al. (1992) were replicated in the 
present study. 
Quit intention. A single item was adapted from Brockner et aL (1992): “I have 
every intention to continuing to work in this organization - rather than a different 
organization -- for the foreseeable future". Item was reverse-coded. 
Work effort. Two items were adapted from Brockner et al. (1992): “I try to work 
as hard as possible", “I intentionally expend a great deal of effort in carrying out my 
job". 
Post organizational commitment. Four items other than those used in Section Two 
were used to measure respondents' organizational commitment after the announcement 
ofNSC. 
Results 
Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations of the independent and dependent 
variables are presented in Table 2. 
Hypothesis 1 — Prior relationship with supervisor moderates the compensatory effects 
of interactional justice. The compensatory effects are stronger when the prior 
relationship with supervisor is close than when it is distant. 
Multiple regressions were conducted to test for the three-way interaction. The 
three main effects (IJ, FAV, RELATE) were entered in the first step, followed by the 
three two-way interactions (IJ x FAV, IJ x RELATE, FAV x RELATE) in the second step, 
and finally by the three-way interaction (IJ x FAV x RELATE) in the third step. 
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Quit. The crucial triple interaction was marginally significant, F{ 1,143) 二 3.07, 
p <.08. To illustrate the interaction effects, all the three variables were split into two 
groups using their medians, IJ (fair vs. unfair), FAV (good vs. bad), and RELATE (close 
vs. distant). Figure 3 shows the compensatory patterns for the close and distant 
relationship group on the quit intention. The traditional compensatory pattem was 
replicated within the close relationship group, the effects of outcome were much 
reduced when the interpersonal treatments were fair than when they were unfair. 
Whereas, for the distant relationship group, the compensatory pattem was much reduced. 
Two planned regression analyses were conducted for the close and distant relationship 
groups to give further support for the above speculation. In the first step, IJ and FAV 
were entered, and in the second step, the IJ x FAV interaction was added. Results 
showed that when prior relationship was close, the two-way interaction was marginally 
significant, F(l,107) = 3A6,p = 066. When outcome was perceived as bad, 
employees' quit intention was significantly related to the interactional justice; high IJ 
markedly reduced people's quit intention. When prior relationship was distant, the 
interaction was insignificant, F(l,36) = 2.40 , p > . 1 (see Table 3). High IJ did not 
reduce the impact of outcome effects on the employees' quit intention. 
Work effort. A similar pattem emerged on employees' work effort (Figure 4). 
The triple interaction was significant, F(l,142) = 4.51,;? < .04. Planned simple 
interaction tests (IJ x FAV) were conducted for the close and distant relationship group. 
Results showed that the interaction was significant for the close relationship group, F(1, 
106) = 4.28,p <.05, but insignificant for the distant relationship group (see Table 3). 
The pattem was consistent with the speculation that interactional justice had a 
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significant impact on outcome favrability when the relationship was close. For those 
employees who perceived the outcome as bad, their subsequent work effort was 
significantly related to the faimess of the interpersonal treatments they received. On 
the other hand, no compensatory effect ofIJ was found when the prior relationship was 
distant. 
Post organizational commitment. The triple interaction was insignificant. 
Planned simple interaction tests (IJ x FAV) were insignificant for both the close 
relationship and distant relationship group (see Table 3). See Figure 5 for the means 
pattem. 
Hypothesis 2 - Prior relationship with supervisor moderates the compensatory effects 
ofprocedural justice. The compensatory effects are stronger when the prior relationship 
with supervisor is close than when it is distant. 
Multiple regressions were conducted to test for the three-way interaction. The 
three main effects were entered in the first step, followed by the three two-way 
interactions in the second step, and finally by the three-way interaction (PJ x FAV x 
RELATE) in the third step. 
Quit, Work effort, and Post organizational commitment. The triple interactions 
were insignificant for all dependent variables. Planned simple interaction tests (PJ x 
FAV) were conducted for both the close relationship and distant relationship group on 
the three dependent variables, none of them showed significant effects (see Table 4). 
Figure 6 shows the means pattem on the quit intention, Figure 7 shows the means 
pattem on the work effort, and Figure 8 shows the means pattem on the post 
organizational commitment. 
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Hypothesis 3 — Prior commitment with an organization moderates the compensatory 
effects of procedural justice. The compensatory effects are stronger when the prior 
commitment is high than when it is low. 
Multiple regressions were conducted in a similar fashion as in previous section 
with the three-way interaction (PJ x FAV x Prior OC) in the third step. 
Quit. The crucial triple interaction was significant, F(l,142) = 5.64,p 
<•02. Figure 9 shows the compensatory patterns for the high prior OC and low prior 
OC group on the quit intention. Planned simple interaction test (PJ x FAV) was 
significant for the high OC group, F(1, 63) = 7.83,p <.01, but insignificant for the low 
OC group (see Table 5). The traditional compensatory pattem was replicated in the 
high OC group, where a fair procedure reduced the impact of outcome. Such a 
compensatory pattem was not observed in the low OC group, 
Work effort. A similar pattem emerged on employees' work effort (Figure 10). 
The triple interaction was significant, F(l,142) = 6.56,j^ <.01. Simple interaction test 
(PJ X FAV) was significant for the high OC group, F(1, 63) - 11.98,;? <.005, but 
insignificant for the low OC group (see Table 5). 
Post organizational commitment. The triple interaction was insignificant. 
Simple interaction tests (PJ x FAV) were insignificant for both the high OC and the low 
OC group (see Table 5). See Figure 11 for the means pattem. 
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Hypothesis 4 ~ Prior commitment with an organization moderates the compensatory 
effects of interactional justice. The compensatory effects are stronger when the prior 
commitment is high than when it is low. 
Multiple regressions were conducted in a similar fashion as in previous section 
with the three-way interaction (IJ x FAV x Prior OC) in the third step. 
Quit. The crucial triple interaction was significant, F(l,142) = 4.911,p 
<.03. Figure 12 shows the compensatory patterns for the high prior OC and low prior 
OC on the quit intention. Planned simple interaction tests (IJ x FAV) were conducted 
for the high and low OC group. Results showed that the interaction was significant for 
the high OC group, F(1, 63) = 12.71,p <.00, but insignificant for the low OC group (see 
Table 6). The traditional compensatory pattem was replicated in the high OC group, 
fair interpersonal treatments reduced the outcome effects, but no compensatory pattem 
was yielded in the low OC group. 
Work effort. A similar pattem emerged on employees' work effort (Figure 13). 
The triple interaction was significant, F(l,142) = A2A,p <.04. Simple interaction test 
(IJ X FAV) was significant for the high OC group, _F(1, 63) 二 24.03,/7<.00, but 
insignificant for the low OC group (see Table 6). 
Post organizational commitment(OC). Again, a similar pattem emerged on 
employees' post OC (Figure 14). Though the triple interaction was insignificant {F 
<1), results of simple interaction tests (IJ x FAV) were consistent with the hypothesis. 
There was significant interaction in the high OC group, F(1, 63) = 6S2，p <.02, but not 
in the low OC group (see Table 6). 
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Discussion 
From previous research, justice has been demonstrated to be useful in reducing 
employees' negative reactions towards some organizational changes such as layoffs and 
pay freeze (Schaubroeck et al., 1994), this study provides insight on conditions where 
the compensatory effects is limited. 
In sum, hypothesis 1 was supported. Prior relationship with supervisor moderates 
the compensatory effects of interactional justice on quit intention and work effort. The 
tendency for interactional justice to reduce outcome effects on quit intention and work 
effort are more pronounced when one's prior relationship with supervisor is close than 
when it is distant. Hypothesis 2, which states that "Prior relationship with supervisor 
moderates the compensatory effects ofprocedural justice”, was rejected on all the 
dependent measures. Hypothesis 3, that prior organizational commitment moderates 
the compensatory effects of procedural justice on quit and work effort, was supported. 
The tendencies for procedural justice to reduce outcome effects on quit intention and 
work effort are more pronounced when one's prior commitment is high than when it is 
low. Similarly, hypothesis 4 was supported; compensatory effects of interactional 
justice are more pronounced when one's prior commitment is high than when it is low. 
Consistent patterns were obtained in all the three dependent variables. 
In general, the results are consistent with the pattem yielded in Brockner et al. 
(1992), yet the present study extends their findings by showing that low prior 
organizational commitment not only reduces the main effects of justice, it also reduces 
the compensatory effects of justice on outcome favorability. In addition to 
organizational commitment, the present study demonstrates that prior relationship with 
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supervisor also has a similar moderating effect on the compensatory pattem. 
Interestingly, the present study demonstrates that when an employee has a close 
relationship with his or her supervisor or when he/she has a high commitment to an 
organization, IJ is capable of reducing the outcome effects in both situations. 
Unfortunately, only when one's prior organizational commitment is high can PJ reduce 
the outcome effects. Put in other words, when an employee has a close relationship 
with the supervisor, only fair interpersonal treatments from the supervisor reduce the 
effects of outcome unfavorability. A fair organizational policy, however, does not have 
such compensatory properties. The compensatory effect ofPJ is more selective than 
that of IJ. These findings do not support the idea that IJ and PJ function as substitutes 
for each other. Instead, the findings imply that IJ has a more general effect than PJ, in 
that it reduces outcome effects both when one has a close relationship with the 
supervisor and when feeling committed to the organization. In fact, when we compare 
the simple interactions tests in Table 5 and 6, among people with high prior 
organizational commitment, IJ still brings about a greater reduction in the outcome 
effects on one's subsequent reactions than PJ does (demonstrated by the greater F 
changes in the step FAV x IJ in Table 6 than in FAV x PJ in Table 5). Putting the 
findings altogether, it is suggested that the compensatory effects of IJ are more general 
thanthatofPJ\ 
General Discussion 
This study examined the influence of prior attachment to a group or a person on the 
compensatory effects ofjustice. Study 1 shows that if two people have a close 
relationship before a dispute, fair interpersonal treatments in the resolution procedure 
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are able to reduce the effects of outcome favorability. That is, people's reactions are 
less dependent on the level of outcome after the dispute when they feel the disputants 
have treated them fairly. However, this compensatory effect is considerably reduced 
for people who are not attached with each other at the outset. Congruent with these 
findings, Study 2 shows that prior relationship with supervisor and prior organizational 
commitment also moderate the compensatory effects ofjustice on employees' 
subsequent work attitudes. Specifically, interactional justice reduces outcome effects 
both when prior relationship with supervisor is close and when prior commitment to an 
organization is high whereas procedural justice reduces outcome effects only when prior 
commitment is high. 
Both Study 1 and Study 2 demonstrate that the compensatory effect of interactional 
justice is dependent on the prior relationship between two persons. These results are in 
line with the idea that interactional justice is a people-oriented type ofjustice and that it 
is related to other people-focus variables such as interpersonal relationship. On the 
other hand, Study 2 shows that the compensatory effect of procedural justice is 
dependent on one's prior organizational commitment. This result is consistent with the 
past findings that procedural justice is an institution-oriented type ofjustice and is 
particularly related to other organization-directed variables such as organizational 
commitment. In short, the present study lends support to the idea that the two justice 
constructs focus on different aspects of a social exchange experience - procedural 
justice relates to organizational aspect whereas interactional justice relates to 
interpersonal aspect. 
In addition to the distinct orientation between interactional and procedural justice, 
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the present study shows that interactional justice has a more general compensatory 
effect than procedural justice does. Interactional justice has a compensatory effect 
both when the prior relationship and the organizational commitment are high whereas 
procedural justice has a compensatory effect only when the organizational commitment 
is high. According to Group Value Theory (Lind and Tyler, 1988), people place high 
merit on whether they are being treated fairly by the other party. Fair treatments 
communicate to people that they are being treated in a dignified and respected way, 
thereby enhancing their feelings of self-worth. It is hypothesized that a fair formal 
procedure conveys the message that an institution respects a person, however it is not as 
direct and immediate as fair interpersonal treatments from a supervisor in validating the 
belief that a person is being respected. Daily interactions with supervisors allow 
people to evaluate the treatments they receive whereas only when an organizational 
decision is to be made do evaluations of the institution become meaningful. 
Frequently, a supervisor is perceived as a figure representing the organization, so his/her 
behaviors will communicate to the employees that both the supervisor and the 
organization have valued and respected the employees. Interactional justice of a 
supervisor is, therefore, expected to be a more convenient, frequent, and general source 
for people to analyze their group standings than that of proceduraljustice. 
Since few studies have attempted to capture the key distinction between 
interactional and procedural justice, further studies are needed to delineate the 
conceptual differences between the two constructs as well as to validate the finding that 
interactional justice has a more general compensatory power than procedural justice 
does. 
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Although prior relationship andjustice were treated as two independent variables 
in the present study, they may be related in real life. For example, ifthe prior 
relationships between employees and their supervisors are close at the outset, the 
employees may be motivated to protect the image of their supervisors, and thus will 
become more lenient in evaluating their supervisors. Further, the employees may have 
a false belief that the supervisors must have always been fair to them in order to justify 
the close relationships. If so, they may be biased in confirming their beliefs by 
distorting their memory, and/or only recall incidents in which the supervisors have been 
fair to them. Such a confirmation bias will necessarily inflated their perception of 
justice. The mild positive correlations between prior relationship and interactional 
justice in Study 1 (r = .13) and Study2 (r = .38) were supporting for the above 
speculation. Nevertheless, the magnitude of the intercorrelations were small, thus they 
should not impose a serious challenge to the interpretation of the focal interaction in the 
present study. 
Theoretical Implications 
The present study replicates and extends several findings in the justice literature. 
First, it expands the domain of procedural justice by incorporating the interpersonal 
aspect of procedural justice, that is, the interactional justice. As only two studies 
(Brockner et. al., 1994; Cropanzano & Konovsky, 1995) reported in Brockner and 
Wiesenfeld's review (1996) have examined the interaction between a general measure 
of interactional justice and outcome, this study provides valuable support in 
demonstrating the robust interactive pattem extends to a general measures of 
interactional justice. 
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Second, the findings that prior organizational commitment and prior relationship 
moderate the compensatory effects ofjustice provide a novel contribution beyond the 
replication of past findings by Brockner, et al. (1992). In addition to their claim that 
prior commitment influences the main effects of procedural justice, the present study 
demonstrates that such influence spills over to the capability ofjustice in reducing 
outcome effect such that, among employees who are highly committed to a group or 
have close relationships with supervisors, unfair treatments not only induce a sharp 
decline in their subsequentjob attitudes, but also heightens their sensitivity towards the 
outcome they received. 
Third, the present study explores the relation between interactional and procedural 
justice measures. Conceptually the two measures have their own focuses. The 
current study provides empirical evidence that they have differential relations to 
variables of interest. It has been demonstrated that the two justice measures have 
distinct orientations that interactional justice relates to people-focus variables (e.g. 
interpersonal relationship) whereas procedural justice relates to organization-focus 
variables (e.g. organizational commitment). 
Managerial Implications 
The present study identifies some individual differences in the magnitude ofthe 
compensatory effects. In line with Brockner et al. (1992), a fair procedure is 
especially important for employees who are very committed to the organization. It is 
because they are the people who will be affected most negatively if an organization 
decision is perceived as unfair. Given that individuals who are committed believe in 
an organization's values and are willing to expend extra effort on the organization's 
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behalf(Mowday, Porter, and Steers, 1982), it will be a heavy cost to the organization if 
a fair procedure is not implemented. More important, the present study demonstrates 
that maintaining a high procedural or interactional justice also brings forth benefits 
among the highly committed employees — both type ofjustice can markedly reduce the 
effects of outcome favorability. That is, their subsequentjob attitudes are less 
dependent on the outcomes they receive so long as the procedures or the interpersonal 
treatments received are seen as fair. 
It is noteworthy that there are many instances in which employees evaluate the 
faimess of a decision (Brockner & Greenberg, 1990). For example, salary freeze or 
salary cut is only one of the means to reduce an organization's cost. Managers have to 
justify for such choices. Once a decision has been made, managers must also 
determine whose salary to cut or freeze, what criteria to use in determining the amount 
of cut, and how to inform employees that they will not have a salary increment. At 
each point, managers must determine the best course of action for the organization and 
its employees. Fortunately, it is relatively easy to maintain procedural faimess. For 
example, simply providing an explanation for a decision made, and even when 
delivered some time after the implementation of the change, can also be effective in 
increasing the perceived faimess (Schaubroeck, et. al., 1994). Advance notification of 
a decision before the time at which the consequences of the decision take effect is 
another measure to improve procedural faimess (Brockner et al., 1990). Managers 
who want to ensure procedural faimess may follow the six general procedural justice 
rules developed by Leventhal, Karuza, and Fry (1980) which state (1) procedure must 
be applied consistently across persons and time, (2) decision makers should be unbiased, 
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(3) base decision on full and accurate information, (4) provide chances for correcting 
bad decisions, (5) the process must reflect the basic concerns and values of all affected 
parties, and (6) procedure conforms to personal standards of ethic and morality. On 
the other hand, Tyler and Bies (1990) suggested that faimess may also be enhanced 
through interpersonal treatments that (a) people are assured that higher authorities are 
sensitive to their viewpoints, (b) the decision is clearly explained to the concerned 
parties, (c) the decision makers communicate their ideas honestly, and (d) people 
influenced by the decision are treated in a courteous and civil manner. 
Limitations and Future Directions 
Though several other studies (Brockner et al, 1990; 1992; 1994) have also 
employed recall procedure in measuring participants' prior feelings and attitudes before 
organizational layoffs, the use of recall is one major limitation in the present study. 
Asking participants to write down the details of the dispute and to describe their 
feelings against supervisors and the organizations in retrospectively may help 
participants in recalling their prior feelings, but it is difficult for the researcher to ensure 
the recall is without distortion. In the future, it would be useful to measure employees' 
feelings and reactions in situ both before and after an organizational change using a 
longitudinal design. Though the practical difficulty is considerable, this kind of study 
design will provide valuable support to the present findings. 
Concem might also arise about the uneven distribution of the two prior relationship 
groups in Study 2. Since a similar item measuring prior relationship yielded an even 
distribution of rating in Study 1, it was out of expectation that the distribution was 
negatively skewed in Study 2. Approximately 68% of the respondents reported a 
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rating of 4 in the item assessing ‘prior relationship with supervisor', thus it is difficult to 
obtain an even split of the group using the median or the mean of prior relationship. 
Some recommendations on statistical regression suggest that if the subject/variable ratio 
is about 15 to 1, the regression results should be fairly reliable (Stevens, 1996). Since 
the subject/variable ratio is about 13.33 to 1 in the simple interaction test for the distant 
relationship group in Study 2, readers should interpret the results with caution. 
Nevertheless, given that the primary focus of the present study is on the triple 
interaction between relationship, justice and outcome favorability, the moderate 
subject/variable ratio in the subsequent simple interaction tests should not become a 
major concern. In the future, it would be helpful to develop more items capturing 
"prior relationship" to increase the differentiability of the scale, thereby, obtaining a 
more even distribution. 
Obviously individual differences other than prior relationship and organizational 
commitment may also influence the magnitude or effects of procedural justice. For 
example, when the outcome of a decision is very crucial to a person's well being, then 
procedural concerns will become less potent. For people who have a small chance 
getting anotherjob (e.g. less educated people) and people who are in economically 
difficult situations, their reactions are expected to be primarily determined by the 
outcome of layoffs or the amount of salary reduction and less by the level ofjustice. It 
is expected that the compensatory effect will be weaker in these cases. Additional 
research may examine in detail howjustice effects are related to other individual 
characteristics. 
While past studies have established the distinction between procedural and 
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distributivejustice and their differential predictive roles, future research may examine 
the conceptualization of procedural justice and interactional justice and establish a clear 
distinction between the two. For example, both aspects of justice are under the class of 
‘procedural justice', yet, they have unique orientations and predictive roles. A 
question may arise: In what way are the two concepts similar and in what way are they 
different? Future studies may also further examine the finding that interactional justice 
has a more general compensatory effect than procedural justice does. 
Conclusion 
It is demonstrated that the robust pattem of compensatory effects ofprocedural 
justice generalizes to its interpersonal domains, i.e. interactional justice. In addition, 
prior relationship and organizational commitment moderate the compensatory effects 
such that the tendency for high procedural or interactional justice to reduce outcome 
effects is more pronounced among people with high prior relationship or commitment. 
Findings also suggest interactional justice may have a more general compensatory effect 
than procedural justice does. Finally, discussion of limitations and future research 
directions identified ways to refine the present study and provided suggestions to 
address some conceptual issues. 
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Footnote 
1 • Given the sizable correlation ( r = .58) between interactional justice and procedural 
justice (Table 2), there may be concern about the tenability of the differential effects of 
the two justice found in the present study. In fact, the two justice constructs are found 
empirically correlated at a level around or even above .60 in other published reports (e.g. 
Moorman, 1991; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). Despite the moderate intercorrelations, 
however, the two justice constructs have demonstrated to have differential predictive 
role in people-oriented and organization-oriented variables in various studies ( e.g. 
Cropanzano & Prehar, in press; Malatesta & Byme, 1997; Moorman, 1991). Thus, 
the present findings converge with previous results. As an additional support for the 
two variables as separate in reality, the factor structures of the measure ofthe two 
constructs were factor analyzed. All items measuring the interactional and procedural 
justice were entered in an exploratory factor analysis using principal component 
extraction. Both the scree plot and the rotated factor solution revealed converging 
evidence supporting a two factors structure. Confirmatory factor analysis also showed 
that two factors solution has a better fit than one factor structure, Bentler-Bonett NFI, 
NNFl CT7&/i^/were above .9 level,X^53) = 85.39. In sum, the factor structures of 
the two measures suggest people are able to make the distinction between them. 
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Table 2 
Results of regression analyses, outcome favorability x interactional justice (IJ) repeated 
for close and distant prior relationship. 
Distant relationship Close relationship 
Beta t Beta t 
Step 1 
Favorability (FAV) -.24 -.73 1.00 2.49* 
Justice (IJ) -.13 -.60 .82 3.26** 
Step2 
FAVxIJ .86 1.88 -1.38 -2.57* 
R2 change .027 .06 
Fchange 3.52 6.63 
df 94 97 
p .06 .01 
Note. The Beta values were based on the final step with all terms was entered. 
* jc<.05. **p<m 
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Table 2 
Intercorrelations of independent and dependent variables 
Correlation 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. Prior organizational 3.36 .70 (.79) 
commitment 
2.Priorrelationship 3.64 .74 .33** 
3. Proceduraljustice 2.79 .58 .34** .11 (.69) 
4. Interactionaljustice 2.90 .82 .35** .36** .58** (.91) 
5. Outcome favorability 1.42 .82 .13 .-.06 .16 .08 (.86) 
6. Effort 3.55 .83 .39** .09 .21** .31** .06 (.79) 
7. Quit 3.13 1.00 -.44** -.16 -.38** -.38** -.19* -.54** 
8.Postorganizational 2.85 .87 .57** .22** .34** .38** .20* .49** -.71**(.91) 
commitment 
Note. Values in parentheses represent alpha coefficients. 
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level. ** Correlation is significant at .01 level. 
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Table 2 
Results of regression analyses, outcome favorability x interactional justice (IJ) repeated 
for distant and close prior relationship group. 
Distant Relationship Quit Work Effort Post organizational 
commitment 
Beta t Beta t Beta t 
Step 1 
Favorability (FAV) -.97 -1.87 .08 .16 .61 1.18 
Justice (IJ) -.49 -1.49 -.12 -.35 25 .77 
Step2 
FAV X IJ .89 1.55 .26 .46 -.38 -.66 
R^  change .06 .01 .01 
Fchange 2.40 .21 .43 
df 36 36 36 
p .13 .65 .52 
Close Relationship Quit Work Effort Post organizational 
commitment 
Beta t Beta t Beta t 
Step 1 
Favorability (FAV) -.75 -2.19* .59 1.65 .29 .81 
Justice (IJ) -.67 -4.14** .70 4.14** .46 2.76** 
Step2 
FAV X IJ .73 1.86 -.84 -2.07* -.20 -.49 
R2 change .03 .03 .00 
Fchange 3.46 4.28 .24 
df 107 106 107 
p .066 .04 .63 
Note. The Beta values were based on the fmal step with all terms were entered. 
* p<.Q5. **^<.01 
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Table 2 
Results ofregression analyses, outcome favorability x procedural justice (PJ) repeated 
for distant and close prior relationship group. 
Distant Relationship Quit Work Effort Post organizational 
commitment 
Beta t Beta t Beta t 
Step 1 
Favorability (FAV) -.44 -.67 -.12 -.19 -.08 -.26 
Justice (PJ) -.49 -.62 -.15 -.50 -.10 -.15 
Step2 
FAV X PJ 21 31 .48 .70 .10 -.15 
R^  change .00 .01 .00 
Fchange .14 .49 .02 
df 36 36 36 
p .71 .49 .89 
Close Relationship Quit Work Effort Post organizational 
commitment 
Beta t Beta t Beta t 
Step 1 
Favorability (FAV) -.59 -1.19 .51 .95 .73 1.50 
Justice (PJ) -.59 -3.41** .49 2.60* .66 3.88** 
Step2 
FAVxPJ .55 1.01 -.72 -1.21 .74 -1.36 
R^  change .01 .01 .01 
F change 1.02 1.46 1.85 
df 107 106 107 
p .32 .23 .18 
Note. The Beta values were based on the fmal step with all terms were entered. 
*p<.05. **p<.01 
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Table 2 
Results ofregression analyses, outcome favorability x proceduraljustice (PJ) repeated 
for low and high prior organizational commitment (OC) group. 
Lowprior OC Quit Work Effort Post organizational 
commitment 
Beta t Beta t Beta t 
Stepl 
Favorability (FAV) .32 .64 -.66 -1.25 .59 1.12 
Justice (PJ) -.08 -.42 -.19 -.94 21 1.32 
Step2 
FAV X PJ -.55 -.98 .70 1.18 -.53 -.91 
R^  change .01 .02 .01 
Fchange .95 1.39 .82 
df 79 79 79 
p .33 .24 .37 
Highprior OC Quit Work Effort Post organizational 
commitment 
Beta t Beta t Beta t 
Step 1 
Favorability (FAV) -1.59 -2.90** 1.94 3.55** .94 1.70 
Justice (PJ) -.97 -4.14** 1.05 4.51** .74 3.17** 
Step2 
FAV X PJ 1.64 2.80** -2.02 -3.46** -.86 -1.45 
R' change .09 .14 .03 
Fchange 7.83 11.98 2.10 
df 63 63 63 
p .007 .001 .15 
Note. The Beta values were based on the final step with all terms were entered. 
*p<.05. **p<.Ol 
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Table 2 
Results of regression analyses, outcome favorability x interactional justice (IJ) repeated 
for low and high prior organizational commitment (OC) group. 
Low prior OC Quit Work Effort Post organizational 
commitment 
Beta t Beta t Beta t 
Step 1 
Favorability (FAV) -.16 -.46 .06 .16 .11 .31 
Justice (IJ) -.32 -1.64 .30 1.47 .25 1.23 
Step 2 
FAVxIJ -.05 -.12 -.14 -.33 .04 .09 
R2 change .00 .00 .00 
Fchange .01 .11 .00 
Df 79 79 79 
P .91 .74 .93 
High prior OC Quit Work Effort Post organizational 
commitment 
Beta t Beta t Beta t 
Step 1 
Favorability (FAV) -1.42 -3.61** 1.83 4.91** 1.09 2.80** 
Justice (IJ) -1.07 -4.48** 1.24 5.48** .94 3.98** 
Step2 
FAVxIJ 1.63 3.57** -2.13 -4.90** -1.16 -2.55* 
R' change .15 .26 .08 
Fchange 12.71 24.03 6.52 
Df 63 63 63 
P .00 .00 .013 
_ ^ _ _ ^ ^ . •.._. — - — ^ ^ ^ — — 
Note. The Beta values were based on the final step with all terms were entered. 
* p<.05. **;7<.01 
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Figure Captions 
Figure 9 
Graphical representation of the interaction between procedural justice and outcome 
favorability. 
Figure 2 
Happy level as a function of prior relationship (close vs. distant), interactional justice 
(fair vs. unfair), and outcome favorability (bad vs. good) 
Figure 3 
Quit intention as a function of prior relationship (close vs. distant), interactional justice 
(fair vs. unfair), and outcome favorability (bad vs. good) 
Figure 4 
Work effort as a function of prior relationship (close vs. distant), interactional justice 
(fair vs. unfair), and outcome favorability (bad vs. good) 
Figure 5 
Organizational commitment as a function of prior relationship (close vs. distant), 
interactional justice (fair vs. unfair), and outcome favorability (bad vs. good) 
Figure 6 
Quit intention as a function of prior relationship (close vs. distant)，procedural justice 
(fair vs. unfair), and outcome favorability (bad vs. good) 
Figure 7 
Work effort as a function of prior relationship (close vs. distant), procedural justice (fair 
vs. unfair), and outcome favorability (bad vs. good) 
Figure 8 
Post organizational commitment as a function of prior relationship (close vs. distant), 
procedural justice (fair vs. unfair), and outcome favorability (bad vs. good) 
Relationship, commitment and justice 56 
Figure 9 
Quit intention as a function of prior OC (High vs. Low), procedural justice (fair vs. 
unfair), and outcome favorability (bad vs. good) 
Figure 10 
Work effort as a function of prior OC (High vs. Low), procedural justice (fair vs. unfair), 
and outcome favorability (bad vs. good) 
Figure 11 
Post organizational commitment as a function of prior OC (High vs. Low), procedural 
justice (fair vs. unfair), and outcome favorability (bad vs. good) 
Figure 12 
Quit intention as a function of prior OC (High vs. Low), interactional justice (fair vs. 
unfair), and outcome favorability (bad vs. good) 
Figure 13 
Work effort as a function of prior OC (High vs. Low), interactionaljustice (fair vs. 
unfair), and outcome favorability (bad vs. good) 
Figure 14 
Post organizational commitment as a function of prior OC (High vs. Low), interactional 




• ~ ~ • High justice 
17 - - i -
^ 
Bad Good Outcome 
Figure 2 




3 . 5 � 3 . 5 � 
I 
3 - 3 L 丨 
I ‘ 
13 ^ 
^ 2.5 - ^ 2.5 L 丨 
I 广 - ^ U f a i r I 丨 ^^^ " ^ U f a i r 丨 
^ / • --A- - • iJ unfair 二 ""^ -“-^  ---A---IJunfair| 
§ 2 / I r 7 : 
^ / ^ / / . 
/ .-rA i .' 
1.5 L ： - ' 1.5 - r ' 
1 ‘ ‘ Outcome 1 Outcome i 
I Bad Good Bad Good 
I L ^ 
Figure 3 
i i 
I Distant Relationship Close Relationship 
！ .1 
丨 4.5 - 4.5 「 : j ； - I ； ； 
I 1 , i 
i ！ ： ^ 
i , I 
I I 
4 ^ I : 4 � 
！ ； I . i 
！ ！ I i 
• • • 、 
I 3 . 5 � A . . : ; 3.5 卜 \ . 
I .与 * � � • • IJ faii^ ““I : -3 丨 �*� F ^ “ ― IJ fair ！ 0' —•——IJ unfair I ^ *• i - - -•…U unfair i 1 , ‘ 
丨 3 h : 3 h 1 ^ I 
1 : i 
. 
I 9 S L 
2.5 r 2.3 
‘ I i i 
I I ： 
； ： i ！ 
I 2 - Outcome 2 Outcome 
I Bad Good Bad Good 
j ‘ 
Figure 4 
Distant Relationship 丨 丨 CloseRelationship 
4.5 - i 丨 4.5 -
• ； , • 
, I 
: 4 丨 ， i 4 : \ 
！ / I 
； B 3.5 ^ / ； I : 笞 3.5 ^ ^ 
宅 / ' i ~ ^ U f a i r ：； 宅 • • : ^ i ^ I J f a i r 
专 / ' I. - -•- - - IJ unfair i I 考 ：.--•- -. IJ unfair 
: _ 3 - / 1 ； ^  3 : 
! i : 
； I . 
i . , , 1 
I ： i • , ‘ ： 
2.5 - 2 . 5 � 
2 Outcome 2 Outcome 
Bad Good Bad Good 
Figure 5 
Distant Relationship Close Relationship 
4.5 — , , 
4.5 r 
- c 
^ 4 一 g 4 _ 
I I 
I I 1 
I 3.5 - 二 3.5 -
I [ ~ ^ I J M r .讓 ^ ^ ^ " ^ I J f a i r 
•• • - - •- • - IJ unfair 笞 ^ ^ - - - •- - - IJ unfair 
•g 3 - g 3 _ 
& 尝 
o o • .• 
I I t^ A " 
pH • - t>^ p_i 2.5 _ 
2 . 5 「 4 > ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ • 
I 
2 ！ Outcome 
� 1 Outcome 
丨 丄 Bad Good 





Distant Relationship Close Relationship 
4 . 5 厂 4 . 5 厂 
4 - 4 - I 
“ ^ • 
3 . 5 「 • ^ ^ 3.5 ^ 、 1 
.- A • PJfaiT^ -与 \ ~ • ~P J f a i r | 
二 口 • I 
0 - - - •- - - PJ unfair ^ - - - •- - - pj unfair 1 
3 厂 • 3 _ 1 
" - ^ I 
2.5 - 2.5 卜 I 
2 ‘ Outcome 2 Outcome | 
I Bad Good Bad Good 
^ i � 
Figure 7 
I •— 1 I 
I Distant Relationship j Close Relationship 
i 
I 
4.5 厂 4.5「 
1 4\ 
•• 1 ? ! tj 3 5 - , , s 3.5 p -•--. 
卷 . , - y l - H ^ P J f a . ^ I ^ ^ P J f -
^ . ' * / ---A---PJunfan- | l__i__PJunfair 
^ 3 ：/ ^ 3 [ 
2.5 [ 2.5 _ 
9 . 1 Outcome | 2 ^ Outcome 丨 
I Bad Good i 
I Bad Good | 
L t ^ 
Figure 8 
- — ‘ 丨 




4 . 5 「 4 . 5 厂 
I 4 ^ 1 4 -
1 L I L 
8 35 - ！ 3.5 -
I ― ^ PJ fair I ^ _ _ ^ - ^ PJ fak 
•養 • A - - pjunfair • • " •…PJun f ak 
•i 3 ' i 3 L 
§ g 
0 • 2 _，• 
1 • --• S - • • • 
丨 2 2.5 - Z ^ 2.5 - •• 
I X 
i � » 丨 , Outcome 2 ^ ‘ Outcome i ^ ； I 1 
丨 Bad Good Bad Good l 
I ： i ！ 










• - - - - ' • ^ 
35 - 3.5 一 ��� r n 
.与 . - ^ P J f a k -3 \ " ^ P H a i r 
a I ^ ^ ^ ^ - - ^ |---A--- pjunfair 。 , \ 丨…‘…PJunfair, 
3 � 3 - � • 
, , ^ ^ ^ ^ H . 
2.5 h 2.5 -
‘ I 
！ 
! 9 ^ 
2 L ‘ Outcome Outcome i 













o c I g 3.5 h / j 
I 丄）厂 4^ [ 77： ~^ 宅 / - ^ ^ P J f a k 
安 ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ P J f a i r j^  .' 




2 i ^ Outcome 
I o I Outcome ^ , 
2 Bad Good 
I Bad Good | 
i 
丨 — 1 1 
to § J Jp p
 e : m 
o ‘
































 9 ^ 
l u s m l p I I m o 。 { E u q ^ z p B 3 0
 : ^ s o d 
H 










































^ l u 3 m l l I t n I I O O I E U q l B z y l m g J 2 s o d g E L 
Figure 12 
— I ^ i 
LowpnorOC HighpnorOC 
I 
4.5「 4.5 r 
4 1 4 -
i 3 5 「 、 • 、 3.5 - ‘ . 
一 • - ,• P ^ I J f m ^ -3 ���� " ^ I J f a i r 
•勾 C^ * 
^ < 1 ^ ^ ^ ---A---lJunfair \ f — U — l 
3 3 ‘ • 





2 ‘ ‘ 
i 2 ‘ ‘ Outcome Outcome 
I D J r^ A Bad Good 
s Bad Good | [ i 
Figure 13 
Low prior OC High prior OC I 
4.5「 4.5 r 
^ 
4 - 4 - 、 
# • 
^ 35 L ^ X ^ ^ s 3.5 - / 
者 、 — ^ IJ fair 空 / — ^ IJ faiJ^  
o • . . . ^ .' 
g .*--• ---i---Uunfair o / |-"A-- - IJ unfair 
一 3「 ^ 3 ^ 
2.5 2.5 -
2 i Outcome 2 丨 ‘ O u t c o m e 























§ ^  3  3.5「•  •  一 c 匕  1
^












































 0  3  厂  •
• 
肌 3  这  •
'.
 
















I  2  .  „  o
ut
ci


































 .  _
:  .i 






 •  .  >、.^ 
.  .  .  .•:  .  ，L  V  气 











































































































































 J  .  :  •-
-  .. 
•
-  .  .  .  u  r 




































.  .  ;.  ,.-.-
•:
-
 )  •  -; -.  .
.





























 1  、 

























 .  ^
^ 
















.  •  -  .  •  .」-.J-
」  :
.






•  .  .  ,  
.
.





























































 j  v
.
,
 4  
•  .  r  0  --
1
 





































































-_  :  -
.
 .  .  
_
. 
.  L  \  • 





















.  .  ;  一  
•
.
 T  i  






























-  .  ,  ,  =
.
 ,:. ,  
.
.  .  ^  .  .  >  •,.  一 .,.  ..:
“_ 
.
. .  .  .-  .  .  .  _ 
t  .  .^  ,  .  .  .  t 
. .  
.
.  .  -..
 
V





































.  ..  -...-11  -.^ 















,  .jiK 
»


















































.  ’  ^  . 
.
.
























.^  ^  ^  一 




















































































 .•  .  ‘  .  .  :  .  .  .  ^  .  I  t  ^ 
.  ,.  (-  •  


















































































 -  /.  ,•  -  -  ..  ,.  “  „.  ^  ^「」各‘
 












 •  .  
V
;









_.  .  .....  .  .  _.  •  :.:
.























 m £ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ s  ^ ^ r i ^ M  
CUHK L i b r a r i e s 
醒顏^^^^  
0037E3bfi2 
